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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on November 18, 2005, in which 
claims 1, 3-9, 1 1-17, 19-22, 24-28, and 30-36 are presented for further examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 . 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
ehgible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. AppHcant's submission filed on November 18, 2005 has been entered 

Information Disclosure Statement 

3. The information disclosure statement (IDS) filed on November 18, 2005 compHes with 
the provisions of M.P.E.P 609. It has been placed in the application file. The information referred 
to therein has been considered as to the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 5, 13 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 5, 13 and 32 recite "it is*' Une 2 respectively. Pronouns 
are not permitted, only what is being referred by "it" should be set forth in the claim. Applicants 
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are advised to amend the claim so solve the 1 12 rejection set forth in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 3-9, 1 1-17, 19-22, 24-28 and 30-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Applicant's admitted prior art (see specification pages 1-6, line 1 1) and 
Com et al., (hereinafter "Corn") US Patent no. 6,356,892. 

As to claim 1, AppUcant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed "receiving a service query, the 
service query comprising a filter that comprises one ore more filter items" as a X.500 search 
service is performed using arguments which indicate where to start the search, the condition to 
apply to the search (filters) and what information should be returned (selection), wherein a user 
may wish to interrogate a directory in order to locate titles of managers of an organization who 
have salaries above $60,000.00, and have a mobile phone listed in the database or who are not in 
certain offices of the organization, wherein such a request could carried by way of a search query 
wherein: title=manager AND salary > 60000 AND (mobilePhone present OR (NOT 
locality=Melb OR locaUty = Syd), which can express as a logical expression A.B.(C+!(D+E)); 
the filter items are presented by letters (A,B, C, D and E) (see appUcant's admitted prior art, 
specification page 1, hne 18-page 2 line 1 1); "expanding the filter of the service query" as a logic 
principle, boolean logic, an arbitrarily complex search filter can be expanded to a number of 
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relatively simpler terms, by removing the brackets in the complex search filter, resulting in an 
expression which is an OR of ANDs which is also known as a sum of term; wherein the 
expression !(A,B) results in the filter terms : ! A + !B (see appUcant's admitted prior art, 
specification page 3, line 12-page 4 line 20). However, apphcant's admitted prior art does not 
explicitly disclose the use of "applying a condition test to each filter item of the filter"; 
"determining if the filter item comprises a NOT connective"; and "determining if the filter item 
comprises one of a type only filter item or a type and value filter item". 

On the other hand, Corn disclose the claimed "applying a condition test to each filter item of the 
filter" (col.7, lines 50-55; col.8, lines 40-67); "determining if the filter item comprises a NOT 
connective" (col.7, hnes 50-55; col.8, lines 40-67); and "determining if the filter item comprises 
one of a type only filter item or a type and value filter item" (col.7, lines 50-55; col.8, lines 40- 
67). Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references, wherein the filter 
expansion of the query service, as disclosed by the appUcant's admitted prior art would 
incorporate the use of applying a test condition to each filter item by determining if the filter 
item comprises a NOT connective and comprises one of a type only filter item or a type value 
filter item. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use such a 
combination for the purpose of providing better performance results. 
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As to claim 3, Corn discloses the claimed "applying a logical methodology to evaluate NOT 
connectives associated with type only filter items" (coL7, lines 50-55; col. 8, lines 40-67). 

As to claim 4, Com discloses the claimed "wherein the logical methodology comprises a 
subtraction" (coL8, lines 56-60). 

As to claim 5, Com discloses the claimed "if it is determined that the filter item comprises a 
NOT connective and a type and value filter item pushing the NOT connective associated with the 
type and value filter item inside the filter item, resulting in changing an operator inside the filter 
item" (col. 8, lines 40-60). 

As to claims 6-7, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed wherein the 
condition test further includes determining if each filter item can be pre-evaluated to false, such 
that the expanded term can be ignored as using logic principle, boolean logic, an arbitrarily 
complex search filter can be expanded to a number of relatively simpler terms, by removing the 
brackets in the conplex search filter, resulting in an expression which is an OR of ANDs which 
is also known as a sum of term; wherein the expression !(A.B) results in the filter terms : ! A + !B 
(see apphcant's admitted prior art, specification page 3, line 12-page 4 line 20). 

As to claim 8, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed wherein the filter is expanded 
to a minimum set of terms as using logic principle, boolean logic, an arbitrarily complex search 
filter can be expanded to a number of relatively simpler terms, by removing the brackets in the 
complex search filter, resulting in an expression which is an OR of ANDs which is also known 
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as a sum of terai; wherein the expression (A.B) results in the filter terms: ! A + !B (see 
applicant's admitted prior art, specification page 3, Une 12-page 4 linQ^20). 

Claims 9 and 1 1-16 are system of claims for performing the method of claims 1 and 3-8 above. 
They are, therefore, rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim 36 is software for executing the method of claim 1 above. It is, therefore, rejected under 
the same rationale. 

As to claim 17, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed "receiving a service query" 
as a X.500 search service is performed using arguments which indicate where to start the search, 
the condition to apply to the search (filters) and what information should be returned (selection), 
wherein a user may wish to interrogate a directory in order to locate titles of managers of an 
organization who have salaries above $60,000.00, and have a mobile phone Usted in the database 
or who are not in certain offices of the organization, wherein such a request could carried by way 
of a search query wherein: title=manager AND salary > 60000 AND (mobilePhone present OR 
(NOT locality=Melb* OR locality = Syd*))), which can express as a logical expression 
A.B.(C+!(D+E)); the filter items are presented by letters (A,B, C, D and E) (see appUcant's 
admitted prior art, specification page 1, line 18-page 2 line 11). However, AppUcant's admitted 
prior art does not explicitly disclose the claimed "applying a filter to the service query resulting 
in zero or more filter items"; applying, if one or more filter items results, a condition test to each 
filter item to determine whether the filter item comprises one of a type only filter item or a type 
and value filter item". On the other hand, Corn discloses the claimed "applying a filter to the 
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service query resulting in zero or more filter items" (col.2, lines 60-63; col3, lines 2-8001.3, lines 
10-21; col.5, lines 40-42; col.7, lines 50-55; col.8, lines 40-67); "applying, if one or more filter 
items results, a condition test to each filter item to determine whether the filter item comprises 
one of a type only filter item or a type and value filter item" coL7, Unes 50-55; col. 8, lines 40- 
67). Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references, wherein the filter 
expansion of the query service, as disclosed by the applicant's admitted prior art would 
incorporate the use of applying a test condition to each filter item by determining if the filter 
item comprises a NOT connective and comprises one of a type only filter item or a type value 
filter item. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use such a 
combination for the purpose of providing better performance results. 

As to claim 19, Corn discloses the claimed "evaluating the filter item in accordance with a 
logical methodology if the filter item is type only form" " (col.7, lines 50-55; col. 8, lines 40-67). 

As to claim 20, Corn discloses the claimed "wherein the logical methodology comprises a 
subtraction" (col.8, lines 56-60). 

As to claim 21, Applicant should duly note that Com discloses and SQL sub query which is 
generated for each LDAP filter element according to a set of translation rules, wherein such SQL 
sub query contain a relational database schema specified using conventional ANSI SQL 
language, wherein such a schema defines the tables that compose an appUcation, along with their 
fields, and descriptive fields. Because relational schema are well understood, and ANSI SQL 
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syntax is well documented, the primary task of the LDAP filter element is to map the syntax 
LDAP query to the corresponding ANSI SQL syntax. Therefore, Com discloses the claimed 
"wherein the subtraction method * comprises using an ANSI SQL "except"' clause. 

As to claim 22, Corn discloses the claimed "wherein the subtraction method comprises 
transforming each filter item to a form that contains fewer or no NOT connectives" (col. 7, lines 
50-55). 

As to claim 24, Corn discloses the claimed "adding, if the filter item is a type and value form 
SQL representing the filter item to an expression to be evaluated', which may involve at least one 
table join" (col. 10, lines 55-67). 

As to claim 25, Corn discloses the claimed "if the filter item is an inverse of the type and value 
filter item, pushing the NOT connective inside the filter item" (col. 8, lines 40-50). 

As to claim 26, Corn discloses the claimed "applying the pushed NOT connective to an operator" 
(col.8, Unes 40-50). 

As to claim 27 Corn discloses the claimed "applying the pushed NOT is effected by inverting the 
operator" (col.8, lines 40-50). 
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As to claim 28, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed "a plurality of tables, each 
table comprising a plurality of rows and columns, operable to store arbitrary data, at least one of 
the tables has comprising information for resolving filters that comprise at least one filter item in 
a search service" as a X.500 search service is performed using arguments which indicate where 
to start the search, the condition to apply to the search (filters) and what information should be 
returned (selection), wherein a user may wish to interrogate a directory in order to locate titles of 
managers of an organization who have salaries above $60,000.00, and have a mobile phone 
listed in the database or who are not in certain offices of the organization, wherein such a request 
could carried by way of a search query wherein; title=manager AND salary > 60000 AND 
(mobilePhone present OR (NOT locality=Melb OR locality = Syd))), which can express as a 
logical expression A.B.(C+!(D+E))- the filter items are presented by letters (A,B, C, D and E) 
(see appUcant's admitted prior art, specification page 1, line 18-page 2 hne 11). However, 
Applicant's admitted prior art does not explicitly disclose the claimed a condition tester operable 
to determine as whether each filter item comprises a NOT connective; and whether each tilter 
item is comprises a type only filter item or a type and value filter item". On the other hand. Corn 
discloses the claimed "a condition tester operable to determine as whether each filter item 
comprises a NOT connective; and whether each tilter item is comprises a type only filter item or 
a type and value filter item" (col.2, lines 60-63; col.3, lines 2-8col.3, lines 10-21; col.5, lines 40- 
42; col.7, lines 50-55; col.8, lines 40-67). Therefore, it would have bee obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited 
references, wherein the filter expansion of the query service, as disclosed by the applicant's 
admitted prior art would incorporate the use of applying a test condition to each filter item by 
determining if the filter item comprises a NOT connective and comprises one of a type only filter 
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item or a type value filter item. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
motivated to use such a combination for the purpose of providing better performance results. 

As to claim 30, Corn discloses the claimed "wherein a logical methodology is applied to evaluate 
NOT connectives associated with type only filter items" (col.7, lines 50-55; coL8, lines 40-67). 
As to claim 31, Corn discloses the claimed "wherein the logical methodology comprises a 
subtraction" (col. 8, lines 56-60). 

As to claim 32, Cora discloses the claimed "wherein, if it is determined that the filter item 
comprises a NOT connective and a type and value filter item, a NOT connective associated with 
a type and value filter item is pushed inside the filter item resulting in changing an operator 
inside the filter item " (col. 8, lines 40-60). 

As to claims 33-35, Applicant's admitted prior art discloses the claimed wherein the condition^ 
test fiirther includes determining if each filter item can be pre-evaluated to false or true, such that 
the expanded term can be ignored as using logic principle, boolean logic, an arbitrarily complex 
search filter can be expanded to a number of relatively simpler terms, by removing the brackets 
in the complex search filter, resulting in an expression which is an OR of ANDs which is also 
known as a sum of term; wherein the expression !(A.B) results in the filter terms : !A + !B (see 
appUcant's admitted prior art, specification page 3, line 12-page 4 hne 20). 
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Conclusion 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jean M. Corrielus whose telephone number is (571) 272-4032. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 10 hours shift. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appHcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubhshed apphcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
apphcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 17.'9T97)(toll-free). 



Jean WComt 
Prim^ £xam 
Art Unit 2162 




February 2, 2006 



